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ABSTRACT 

This, fact sheet suimmarizes responses by 49 states 
(Massachusetts did not respond) to the General Accounting Office 
questionnaire on ^tate efforts to integrate human services programs. 
The questionnaire focused on low income families. Responses to the 
questionnaire indicate the following: (1) 23 states have integrated 
all their service delivery units for the three major benefit 
programs: Aid to Families with Dependent Children, Medicaid for the 
Categorically Needy; ani Food Stamps; (2) 48 states would like to 
achieve more service integration; (3) 30 states have started at least 
one service integration demonstration project since October 1, 1983; 
(4) 14 states have considered legislation related to service 
integratir^n since January 1, 1985; (5) among the most frequent 
obstacles to integration of services are the number of regulations 
applying to the programs, and the fact that different programs use 
different financial eligibility requirements; (6) coordination a^ong 
state officials is greater at the program level than at higher 
levels; and (7) the three reasons most often given by states for 
eligible families not receiving benefits are transportation 
difficulties, lack of local outreach services, and insufficient funds 
for limited-funding programs. The fact sheet presents state responses 
to the questionnaire in statistical form. Appendices include program 
descriptions, state questionnaire results for obstacle factors, and 
state questionnaire results for state and local actions. (PS) 
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July 29, 1987 



The Honorable Mickey Leland, Chairraan 
The Honorable Marge Roukema, Ranking 

Minority Member 
Select Committee on Hunger 
House of Representatives 

The Honorable Thomas J. Downey, Acting Chairman 
The Honorable Hank Brown, Ranking Minority Member 
Subcommittee on Public Assistance 

and Unemployment Compensation 
Committee on Ways and Means 
House of Representatives 

The Honorable Leon E. Panetta, Chairman 
The Honorable Bill Emerson, Ranking Minority Member 
Subcommittee on Domestic Marketing, 
Consumer Relations, and Nutrition 
Committee on Agriculture 
House of Representatives 

As requested by your offices in November 1985, GAO has reviewed 
efforts to integrate human services programs — a concept often 
referred to as "one-stop shopping." This report is GAO's fourth 
in response to the Committees* request. Previously, we issued 
reports on eligibility and benefit factors of needs-based 
programs (GAO/HRD-86-107FS, July 9, 1986), demonstration 
projects to coordinate services for low-income families 
(GAO/HRD--86--124FS, Aug. 29, 1986), and a preliminary summary of 
32 states * responses to selected questions in a questionnaire we 
sent to the 50 states for their views on service integration 
(GAO/HRD-87-6FS, Oct. 30, 1986). 

This fact sheet summarizes responses by 49 states to our 
questionnaire. (Despite several follow-up requests, 
Massachusetts did not respond.) We did not validate the 
information the states provided, but did contact some states to 
clarify information provided. We also ma. led a questionnaire on 
service integration to three federal departments — Agriculture, 
Health and Human Services, and Housing and Urban Development. 
We did not receive full responses in time for inclusion in this 
report . 
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SERVICE INTEGRATION 

As in our previous reports, we use the following broad 
definition of service integration: the unifying of benefits 
and/or services to (1) allow access to and use of benefits by 
all clients, (2) improve effectiveness of service delivery, and 
(3) achieve efficient use of human service resources. Service 
integration may include v-^ variety of activities, either 
individually or in combination. For example, at the service 
delivery level, service integration may involve providing a 
common resource directory of available benefits from two or more 
programs, delivering benefits from two or more programs in one 
location, and using a single form to apply for benefits from 
more than one program. 

FOCUS OF QUESTIONNAIRE 

After discussions with your offices, we agreed to focus our work 
on low-income families — defined as families with children whose 
members live together and are eligible to receive benefits from 
at least one of the following six programs: Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children, Emergency Assistance to Needy Families 
with Children, Medicaid, Food Stamp, Low-Income Energy 
Assistance, and Lower Income Housing (section 8). (See app. I 
for program descriptions.) 

Our questionnaire matched the six programs with each othar and 
asked the states to indicate ior each pair of programs whether 
their service delivery units offer the following types of 
service integration: (1) collocation of services, (2) 
coapplication for services, (3) coeligibility determination for 
services, and (4) a single case manager for services. (See 
p. 7 for definitions of these terms • ) 

Also, we asked the states about the extent to which they would 
like to achieve more service integration, any service 
integration demonstration projects begun since October 1983, 
recent service integration legislation their state legislatures 
have considered, and favorable outcomes that could result from 
more service integration. We also asked about (1) potential 
obstacles to achieving service integration, (2) actions that 
might help states* efforts to increase service integration, (3) 
states* plans to increase integration, (1) the extent to which 
state officials coordinate to achieve service integration, and 
(5) whether federal agencies have encouraged integration. 
Finally, we asked for possible reasons eligible families may not 
be receiving benefits to determine whether such reasons might be 
related to a lack of service integration. 
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STATES' RESPONSES 

A synopsis of the information based on the 49 states' responses 
follows • 

— Twenty-three states have integrated all their service 
delivery units for the three major benefit programs — Aid to 
Families With Dependent Children, Medicaid for the 
Categorically Needy {those receiving cash assistance) # and 
Food Stamp — by the four types of integration listed above* 
For each pairing of these three programs and the Medicaid 
program for the Me'Jically Needy and Emergency Assistance 
programs, (1) at least three-fourths of the states reported 
that they had fully collocated services; and (2) except for 
two pairings, most of the states reported full integration by 
coapplication, coeligibility determinations, and single case 
managers . The states indicated that the Low Income Energy 
Assistance program is integrated with the other programs to a 
much lesser extent and that the section 8 housing program is 
rarely integrated. (See pp. 7 to 18.) 

— Forty-eight states would like to achieve more service 
integration, most to a very great or great extent. (See pp. 
19 and 20. ) 

— Thirty states have started at least one service integration 
demonstration project since October 1, 1983. (See pp. 21 and 
22.) 

— Fourteen states have considered legislation related to 
service integration since January 1, 1985. (See pp. 21 and 
22.) 

— Nearly all of the states indicated that certain favorable 
outcomes could result from more service integration. For 
example, 48 states indicated that client use of benefits 
could increase, and 41 indicated that state adrainistrative 
costs would decrease* (See pp. 23 and 24.) 

— Of 34 possible obstacles at federal, state, or local 
government levels to service integration, most states 
indicated that 25 were obstacles to a very great or great 
extent at the federal level, 1 at the state level, and none 
at the local level. Among the most frequently cited 
obstacles were: (1) Many regulations apply to programs, and 
(2) different programs use different financial eligibility 
requirements. (See pp. 25 to 38.) 
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— Of 36 actions that could be taken by various government 
levels to help service integration, most states indicated 
that 35 at the federal level and 8 at the state level would 
help efforts to increase service integration to a very great 
or great extent. They indicated that, at the local level, 
none of the actions would be helpful to a comparable extent. 
(See pp. 39 to 52. ) 

— Twenty states indicated they plan to increase their 
integration of programs, and 18 said they plan to increase 
the number of service delivery units offering integrated 
services. (See pp. 53 and 54.) 

— The states indicated that coordination among state officials 
is greater at the program level (where benefits are provided) 
than at higher levels. (See pp. 55 and 56.) 

— Most states indicated that the Departments of Agriculture and 
Health and Human Services, which are responsible for five of 
the six programs in our survey, already have encouraged or in 
the future will encourage service integration at least to 
some extent • Few states indicated, however, that these 
departments have encouraged or will encourage service 
integration to a great extent. Further, only two states 
indicated that the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, responsible for the sixth program, has 
encouraged or will encourage integration beyond a moderate 
extent. (See pp. 57 and 58.) 

— The three reasons most often given by states that eligible 
families may not receive benefits were (1) transportation 
difficulties (40 states), (2) lack of local outreach services 
(35 states), and (3) insufficient funds for limited-funding 
programs (e.g., section 8 Housing (35 states). (See pp. 59 
and 60. ) 



As agreed with your offices, unless you publicly announce its 
contents earlier, we plan no further distribution of this fact 
sheet until 10 days after its issue date. At that time, we will 
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send copies to the federal departments involved, the 50 states, 
and otner interested parties and make copies available to others 
upon request. 

Should you need further information on the contents of this fact 
sheet, please call me on 275-6193. 




Joseph F. Delfico 
Senior Associate Director 
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WELFARE SIMPLIFICATION: STATES' VIEWS ON COORDINATING 
SERVICES FOR LOW-INCOME FAMILIES 

PROGRAMS AND EXTENT OF SERVICE INTEGRATION 

We focused our questionnaire on six programs: Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) , Food Stamp, 
Emergency Assistance to Needy Families with Children (EA), 
Low-Income Energy Assistance (LIEA), Lower Income Housing 
(section 8), and Medicaid. The latter program has two parts, 
Categorically Needy (CN) and Medically Needy (MN). (See app. I 
for program descriptions.) 

We matched the six programs with each other and arrayed the 
following four types of service integration that could be 
offered by the service delivery units of each pair of programs. 

1 . Collocation of services — Assistance from two or more 
programs provided in one location. In the questionnaire, we 
defined one location as a distance between two points no 
more than one city block apart. 

2. Coapplication for service — Assistance from two or more 
programs applied for using a single application form. 
Although a single form is used, some questions may apply to 
all programs, while others may relate to specific programs 
with unique requirements. 

3. Coeligibility determination for services — Applicants have 
eligibility c:3termined for two or more programs using the 
same process/procedure. In some instances, this may involve 
determining eligibility using the same process/procedure to 
review application forms for several programs having 
different eligibility requirements. 
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4. Single case manager for services — When applying for two or 
more benefits, an applicant deals with one case manager from 
the beginning of the application process through provision 
or denial of benefits. 

For each pair of programs, we asked the states to indicate 
how many of the service delivery units in their state currently 
offer each type of service integration. We defined a service 
delivery unit as the physical location where potential 
recipients may apply for and/or receive benefits. 

We considered paired programs fully integrated by a type of 
service integration if all of the state's service delivery units 
for each paired program o:_fer the type of service integration. 
In some states, the number of delivery units differ by program. 
For example, Hawaii has 43 Food Stamp delivery units and 34 AFDC 
delivery units. Hawaii has collocated services for both 
programs at the 34 common points of delivery. We do not 
consider the two programs fully collocated, however, because 
nine Food Stamp delivery units provide no AFDC services. 

Figure 1 and tables 1 through 4 show the integration 
reported by the 49 states among 5 programs. We excluded the 
section 8 Housing program from figure 1 and the tables because 
the states reported that the program is rarely integrated with 
the other programs. 
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states fully integrated among AFDC^ 
Medicaid/Categorically Needy^ and Food Stamp 

As shown in figure 1, 23 states reported that all of 
their service delivery units for the three major benefit 
programs — AFDC, Medicaid/Categorically Needy, and Food 
Stamp — are integrated by the four types of service 
integration. 
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Rgure 1: States With Fully 
Integrated AFDC, Medicaid/CN, 
and Food Stamp programs (1986) 




Q Not Fully Integrated 
^ Fully Integrated 
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Collocation of services 

For each pairing of the AFDC, Medicaid/Categorically 
Needy, Food Stamp, Medicaid/Medically Needy / and Emergency 
Assistance to Needy Families with Children programs with each 
other, at least three-fourths of the states reported that all 
of their service delivery units are integrated by collocation 
of services. The states reported that the Low-Income Energy 
Assistance program is collocated with the other programs to 
a much lei cer extent. 
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TABLE 1 : 





Number ol 
by colloc 


E states 
:atiOi: ol 


fully or pari 
E services 


:ially integrc 


ited 


Program 


LIEA 


EAl 


Medicaid/ 
MN2, 4 


Medicaid/ 
CN 


Food 
Stamp 


AFDC 

Food Stamp 
Modicaid/CN 
Medica .d/MN2 
EAl 


F P 


F P 


F P 


F P 


F P 


18 13 

17 13 

18 10 
14 10 

9 8 


21 3 

20 4 

21 3 
163 5 


29 7 
28 8 
31 4 


46 3 
41 8 


43 6 



Note : 

F — Fully integrated 

P — Partially integrated 

^Only 24 states participate in the EA program. 

^Only 36 states participate in the Medicaid/MN program. 

^Only 21 states participate in both the EA and Medicaid/MN 
programs . 

4An AFDC recipient also qualifies for Medicaid/CN benefits and, 
therefore, would not ^eed Medicaid/MN benefits. Nevertheless, 
we paired Medicaid/MN with both AFDC and Medicaid/CN to 
determine the extent to which the states integrated the program 
at delivery units. 
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Coapplication for services 

For each pairing of the AFDC, Medicaid/Categor icaliy 
Needy, Food Stamp, Medicaid/Medically Needy, and Emergency 
Assistance to Needy Families with Children programs with 
each other (except the Food Stamp pairing with Emergency 
Assistance to Needy Families with Children), most of the 
states reported that all of their service delivery units 
are integrated by coapplication for services. The states 
reported that the Low-Income Energy Assistance program 
is integr^;ted by coapplication for services with the other 
programs to a much lesser extent. 
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Table 2: 





Number oi 
by coapp: 


E states 
Lication 


fully or pari 
for services 


:ially integr< 


ated 


Program 


LIEA 


EAl 


Medicaid/ 
MN2,4 


Medicaid 
CN 


Food 
Stamp 


At'DC 

Food Stamp 
Medicaid/CN 
Medicaid/MN2 
EAl 


F P 


F P 


F P 


F P 


F P 


10 3 
9 3 
8 4 
6 6 
3 3 


1 5 1 
10 2 
13 1 
1l3 4 


25 5 
19 6 
27 4 


42 2 
30 7 


35 6 



Note : 

F — Fully integrated 

P — Parti,.illy integrated 

lOnly 24 states participate in the EA program. 

20nly 36 states participate in the Medicaid/MN program. 

30nly 21 states participate in both the EA Medicaid/MN programs. 

4An AFDC recipient also qualifies for Medicaid/CN benefits and, 
therefore, would not need Medicaid/MN benefits. Nevertheless, 
we paired Medicaid/MN with both AFDC and Medicaid/CN to 
determine the extent to which the states integrated the program 
at delivery units. 
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Coeligibility determination for services 

For each pairing of the AFDC, Medicaid/Categorical ly Needy, 
Food Stamp, Medicaid/Medically Needy, and Emergency Assistance 
to Needy Families with Children programs with each other, most 
of the states reported that all of their service delivery units 
are integrated by coeligibility determination for services. The 
states reported that the Low-Income Energy Assistance program is 
integrated by coeligibilty determination for services with the 
other programs to a much lesser extent. 
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Table 3 : 





Number ol 
by coeli< 


E states 
gibil ity 


fully or pan 
determinat ioi 


tially integr< 
1 for servicei 


ated 


Program 


LIEA 


EAl 


Medicaid/ 
MN2,4 


Medicaid 
CN 


Food 
Stamp 


APDC 

Food stamp 
Medicaid/CN 
Medicaid/MN2 
EAl 


F P 


F P 


F P 


F P 


F P 


11 5 
10 4 
8 3 
4 3 


1 O 1 

13 1 

14 1 
123 3 


20 6 
26 3 


30 7 


j4 d 



Note : 

F — Fully integrated 

P — Partially integrated 

lOnly 24 states participate in the EA program. 

20nly 36 states participate in the Medicaid/MN program. 

30nly 21 states participate in both the EA and Medicaid/MN 
programs . 

^An AFDC recipient also qualifies for Medicaid/CN benefits and, 
therefore, would not need Medicaid/MN benefits. Nevertheless, 
we paired Medicaid/MN with both AFDC and Medicaid/CN to 
determine the extent to which the states integrated the program 
at delivery units. 
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Single case manager for services 

For each pairing of the AFDC, Medicaid/Categorically 
Needy, Pood Stamp, Medicaid/Medically Needy, and Emergency 
Assistance to Needy Families with Children programs with each 
other (except the Food Stamp pairing with Medicaid/Medically 
Needy), most of the states reported that all of their service 
delivery units are integrated by a single case manager for 
services. The states reported that use of a single case 
manager between the Low-Income Energy Assistance program and 
the other programs is very limited. 



Table 4: 





Number oj 
by a sine 


E states 
jle case 


fully or pari 
manager for s 


:ially integr< 
services 


ated 


Program 


LIE A 


EAl 


Medicaid/ 
MN2,4 


Medicaid 
CN 


Food 
Stamp 


AFDC 

Food Stamp 
Medicaid/CN 
Medicaid/MN2 
EAl 


F P 


F P 


F P 


F P 


F P 


7 8 
7 8 
7 8 
6 5 
5 5 


18 1 
15 4 
14 5 
123 5 


21 10 
17 12 
26 7 


36 7 
26 13 


34 9 



Note : 

F — Fully integrated 

P — Partially integrated 

lOnly 24 states participate in the EA program. 

20nly 36 states participate in the Medicaid/MN program. 

30nly 21 states participate in both the EA and Medicaid/MN 
programs . 

^An AFDC recipient also qualifies for Medicaid/CN benefits and, 
therefore, would not need Medicaid/MN benefits. Nevertheless, 
we paired Medicaid/MN with both AFDC and Medicaid/CN to 
determine the extent to which the states integrated the program 
at delivery units. 
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EXTENT STATES WOULD LIKE TO 



ACHIEVE MORE SERVICE INTEGRATION 



We asked the states to what extent they would like to 
achieve more service integration for low-income families. As 
shown in figure 2, 48 states indicated that they would like 
to achieve more service integration; 37 indicated to a very 
great or great extent. Only one state indicated it would 
like to a little or no extent to achieve more service 
integration. 



Figure 2: Extent States Would Like 
to Achieve fvlore Service Integration 
25 T 




Very Great Greet Moderate Some Little or No 

Extent 
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RECENT STATE SERVICE INTEGRATION PROJECTS 



AND STATE LEGISLATION CONSIDERED 



We asked the states about their etJorts to integrate 
services in recent years. We asked them to identify the 
number of integrated service demonstration projects they had 
started since October 1, 1983, and whether their legislatures 
had considered legislation on service integration since 
January 1, 1985. As shown in figure 3, one or more demon- 
stration projects were started by 30 of the 49 states, and 14 
have considered legislation on service integration for low- 
income families. Two states responded that they could not 
answer whether legislation has been considered. 
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Figure 3: Recent State Service 
Integration Projects and State 
Legislation Considered 

35 T • 




Initiated Projects* Considered Legislation** 
Service Integration 

* Since October 1,^ 1983. Since Jonuory 1, 1985. 




OUTCOMES STATES BELIEVE COULD 



RESULT FROM MORE SERVICE INTEGRATION 



We listed 10 possible outcomes and asked the 
states to indicate which they believe could result from 
increasing service integration in their states. For each 
of the first 9 outcomes listed, at least 39 of the 49 states 
indicated that the outcome could result at least to some 
extent. For outcomes 1, 3 and 5, one-half or more of the 
the states indicated the outcome could result to a very 
great or great extent. For the 10th outcome listed, 
only 14 states indicated the outcome could occur at least to 
some extent. Only two indicated it could occur to a very 
great or great extent. (Twenty-three states indicated this 
outcome wa:p not applicable in their state because local 
governments bear no administrative costs.) 
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Table 5 : 

Outccxpeg States ^iieve Could Result Fran 



More Service Integration 



Nunber of States 



Outcomes 


Very 

great 

extent 


great 
extent 


Moderate 
extent 


Sane 
extent 


Sub- 
total 


Little 
or no 
extent 


N/A^ 


Total 


1) Increased client awareness of the 
availability of additional sus- 
tainment benefits 
























8 


18 




13 


5 


A4 


5 


0 


49 
























2) Lnproved client access due to 
location of benefits 


9 


15 


12 


8 


A4 


5 


0 


49 


3) Improved client access due to 
simpler application for bertefits 
























13 


^' 




6 


6 


46 


3 


0 


49 
























4) Increased client use of benefits 


9 


14 


17 


8 


48 


1 


0 


49 


5) Increased efficiency of service 
delivery (i.e., 1) more output for 
the same amount of ii^t or 2) the 
saraEJ amount of output with a 
reduced annount of input) 
























17 


10 




12 


8 


47 


2 


0 


49 


6) Increased effectiveness of service 
delivery (e.g., producing intended 
effect of service delivery) 


13 


10 


18 


7 


48 


1 


0 


49 


7) Increased accountability of 
service deliver)' officials 


5 


7 


19 


10 


41 


8 


0 


49 


oj Reauccion m aoniiniscracive costs 
for the federal government 


8 


8 


13 


10 


39 


9 


1 


49 


9) Reduction in adininistra.ive costs 
for the state government 


6 


11 


11 


13 


41 


7 


1 


49 


10) Reduction in adininistative costs 
for local governments (IF LOCAL 
GOVERIWENTS BEAR NO ADMINISTRATIVE 
COSTS IN YCUR STATE, WRTIE N/A 
IN A BOX.) 


1 


1 


2 


10 


14 


12 


23 


49 



1"N/A" indicates a state did not know the answer to the question excepc, as reported in outccne nurfjer 10, an 
"N/A" response means the local govemnent bears no administrative cost in that state. 
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OBSTACLES TO SERVICE INTEGRATION 



We listed 34 factors that may be potential obstacles to 
a state's efforts to achieve service integration^ We asked 
the states to indicate which of these factors existed at the 
federal, stace, and local government levels, and to what 
extent fiach factor is an obstacle to service integration. 

Table 6 groups tne 34 factors into 6 broad categories. 
The table shows that a majority of the 49 states indicated 
25 factors at the federal level, 1 at the state level, and 
none at the local level are obstacles to a very great or 
great extent. 

Tables 7 through 12 present, for each of the 6 
categories of factors, summary data on states' responses 
on potential obstacles at the federal level. Appendix II 
summarizes states' responses on potential obstacles at the 
state and ''ocal levels. 
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Table 6: 

Obstacles to Service Integration 





Numbers of 


Number of factors a 
majority of the 49 
states indicated are 
obstacles to a very 
great or great extent 


Category 


factors by 


Government level 


category 


Federal 


State 


Local 


Multiplicity 


5 


5 


0 


0 


Program differences 


6 


6 


0 


0 


Complexity and lack of 
clarity and availability 


6 


4 


0 


0 


Insufficient funding 


4 


1 


1 


0 


Insufficient coordination 


8 


6 


0 


0 


Lack of interest, agreement, 
or knowledge 


_5 


_3 


0 


0 


Totals 


34 


25 


1 


0 
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FEDERAL OBSTACLES - MULTIPLICITY 



Definition 

"Multiplicity" is a condition where many legislative 
groups, regulations, agencies , programs , and administrative 
requirements are involved. 



Observation 

A majority of states indicated each of the five factors 
shown in table 7 are obstacles to integration of services 
to a very great or great extent. The range is from 40 
states for the factor "Many regulations apply to programs" 
to 27 for two other factors: (1) "Many legislative groups 
are responsible for oversight" and (2) "Many agencies 
provide different benefits." 
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Table 1: 



Federal Obstacles - Multiplicity 



State Responses 

Extent factor is an obstacle Extent 
to state(s) factor 



Potential factors regarding Very Mod- Little/ exists , 

multiplicity, such as: great Great erate Some or no total 



Many legislative groups are responsible 
for oversight 


16 11 


14 3 - 44 


Many regulations apply to the programs 


27 13 


2 4 3 49 


Many agencies provide different benefits 
e.g., one agency provides cash benefits 
and another agency provides food 
benefits) 


19 8 


9 3 4 43 


Many programs provide different benefits 
(e,g,, one program provides cash benefits 
and another program provides food 
benefits) 


18 12 


5 3 5 43 


Many other administrative requirements 
apply to programs (e.g., program and 
financial reporting requirements, etc) 


19 13 


7 4 3 46 



FEDERAL OBSTACLES - PROGRAM DIFFERENCES 



Definition 

"Program differences" means the various programs use 
different definitions, terminology, eligibility require- 
ments, eligibility verification, and quality control 
procedures. 



Observation 

A majority of states indicated each of the six factors 
in table 8 are obstacles to a very great or great extent. 
The range for the factors was from 26 to 42 states. 
"Different programs use different eligibility requirements 
concerning client's financial status" was the most 
frequently cited factor. 
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Table 8 : 

Federal Obstacles-Prograin Differences 



State responses 



Potential factors regarding 
Program differences, such as; 



Extent factor is an obstacle 
to 8tate(s) 



Different programs use different 
definitions and terminology 



Extent 

_ _ factor 

Very Mod- Little/ exists, 
great Great erate Some or no total 



23 



16 



Different programs use different elibi- 
bility requirements concerning client's 
financial status 



32 



10 



Different programs use different eligi- 
bility requirements concerning other 
client factors (e.g., definitions of 
households, etc.) 



27 



13 



1 



48 



49 



49 



Different programs use different 

eligibility verification requirements 












16 


14 


9 5 


2 


46 


Different programs use different quality 
control requirements 












13 


13 


12 4 


4 


46 


Different other administrative 












requirements apply to programs (e.g., 
program and financial reporting, etc.) 


16 


10 


9 6 


3 


44 



30 



ERIC 
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FEDERAL OBSTACLES - COMPLEXITY, AND LACK OF CLARITY 



AND AVAILABILITY 



Definition 

"Complexity, and lack of clarity and availability" 
covers problems that involve (1) unclear legislation, (2) 
lack of availability of waivers, and (3) complex eligi- 
bility requirements concerning financial and other client 
factors. 



Observation 

A majority of states indicated four of the six factors 
in table 9 are obstacles to a very great or great 
extent. The range for the four factors was from 31 to 40. 
"Eligibility requirements concerning a client's financial 
status are complex" was the most frequently cited factor. 
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Table 9t 

Federal Obstacles— Complexity and Lade of Clarity and Availability 



State respcx^sesi 


Patenticd factors regarding 


Extent factor is an obstacle 
to state{s) 


Bxtait 
factor 


oonplexity, laA of clarity and 
availability, sudi as: 


Very 
great 


Mod- 
Great erate Some 


Little/ 
or no 


exists, 
total 


Program legislation is unclear/vague 


13 


6 


11 5 


2 


37 


Federal program legislation does not 
allow waivers 


9 


13 


9 5 


1 


37 


Available waivers to federal program 
requirements are difficult to obtain 












17 


14 


6 5 




42 



Regulations are complex 


27 12 


5 13 48 


Eligibility requirerients concerning a 
client's financial status are complex 


29 11 


4 3 2 49 


Eligibility requirements concerning 

other client factors (e.g., definitions 
of households, etc.) are complex 


26 10 


9 2 2 49 
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FEDERAL OBSTACLES - INSUFFICIENT FUNDING 



Definition 



"Insufficient funding" is defined as insufficient 
funds to promote demonstration projects, acquire/ 
maintain computer systems, hire consultants, and use 
for discretionary purposes. 



Observation 

A majority of the states indicated only one of the 
four factors in table 10 is an obstacle to a very 
great or great extent. This factor is "Insufficient 
funds are available to promote demonstration projects." 
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Table 10; 

Federal Obstacles - Insufficient Furxjing 



State reqxjnses 

Extent factor is an obstacle Extent 
to state(s) factor 



Potential Factors Regarding 
insufficient funding, such as: 


Very 
great 


Great 


Mod- 
erate 


Some 


Little/ exists, 
or no total 


Insufficient funds are available to 














promote demonstration projects 




14 


13 


8 


2 


37 


Insufficient funds are available to 
acquire/maintain computer system(s) 




9 


7 


5 


7 


28 


Insufficient funds are available to 
hire consultants to achieve service 
integration 




7 


4 


7 


1 


19 


Insufficient funds are available for 
other discretionary uses (e.g., hiring 
staff) 




10 


13 


6 


3 


32 



34 
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FEDERAL OBSTACLES - 



INSUFFICIENT COORDINATION 



Definition 

"Insufficient coordination" is considered an obstacle 
when interactions are not adequate (1) between legislative 
committees, departments, agencies, other levels of govern- 
ment, and programs and (2) within departments, agencies, 
and programs. 



Observation 

A majority of states indicated six of eight factors 
in table 11 are obstacles to a very great or great 
extent. The range was from 28 to 40 states. "Insufficient 
coordination occurs between departments" and "Insufficient 
coordination occurs between programs" are the two factors 
most frequently cited. 
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Table 11; 

Federal Obstacles - Insufficient Ctoordination 



State responses 

Extent factor is an ctostacle 



PDtential Factors Regarding 
Insuff iciait ooardinationy such as: 

Insufficient coordination occurs 
between legislative comnittees 



to state(s) 



Extent 
factor 

Very M5d= Little/ exists, 

great Great erate Some or no total 



Insufficient coordination by the 
federal government with other levels 
of goveminent 



Insufficient coordination occurs 
between departments 



Insufficient coordination occurs 
between agencies 



Insufficient coordination occurs 
between programs 

Insufficient cr>ordination occurs 
within departments 



Insufficient coordination occurs 
within agencies 

Insufficient coordination occurs 
within programs 



16 15 



15 14 



26 14 



19 18 



8 1 



21 19 



12 16 



12 10 



11 



10 



38 



44 



47 



46 



46 



41 



37 



31 



36 38 



FEDERAL OBSTACLES - LACK OF INTEREST, AGREEMENT, OR KNOWLEDGE 



Definition 

"Lack of interest, agreement, or knowledge" includes 
instances where there is insufficient interest in pursuing 
service integration, insufficient agreement on goals or 
methods to achieve integration, or insufficient knowledge on 
how to achieve integration of benefits. 



Observation 

A majority of states indicated three of the five 
factors in table 12 are obstacles to a very great or great 
extent. The range for the three factors was from 28 to 31. 
"Insufficient agveement on the methods to achieve service 
integration" was the most frequently cited factor. 
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Table 12; 

Federal Obstacles - Lack of Interest, Agreemait, or Knowledge 



Batential factors regarding 
lack of interest, agreenent, or 
knowledge, such as; 

Insufficient interest in pursuing 
service integration 



Insufficient agreement on the goal(s) 
of service integration 

Insufficient agreement on the methods 
to achieve service integration 



Insufficient knowledge of how to 
implement an agreed upon method to 
achieve service integration 



State responses 



Extent factor is an obstacle Extoitr" 

to state(s) factor 

Very Mod- Little/ exists, 

great Great erate Some or no total 



17 



13 



12 



16 



17 



14 



14 



10 



Insufficient knowledge about the costs/ 
benefits of service integration 



11 



11 



35 



33 



38 



31 



28 



38 



ACTIONS TO INCREASE SERVICE INTEGRATION 



We listed 36 actions that could be taken by government 
to help service integration. We asked the states to indicate 
to what extent each action, if taken by the federal , state or 
ijcal governments, would help their state's efforts to 
increase service integration. 

Table 13 groups the 36 actions into 6 broad categories 
(generally aligned with the obstacles previously discussed) . 
The table shows that a majority of the 49 states indicated 
35 actions at the federal level, 8 at the state level, and 
none at the local level would help efforts to increase 
s rvice integration to a very great or great extent 

Tables 14 through 19 present summary data, by category, 
on states' responses on actions if taken at the federal 
level. Appendix III summarizes states' responses on actions 
that could be taken at the state and local levels. 
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Table 13! 

Actions to Increase Service Integration 



Category 


Numbers 
of action 
by category 


Number of actions a 
majority of the 49 
states indicated would 
help integration effort' 
to a "ery great or great 
extent 


Government level 


Federal 


State 


Local 


Consolidation 


5 


5 


0 


0 


Unification 


5 


5 


3 


0 


Simplification 


7 


7 


2 


0 


Increase funding 


5 


4 


3 


0 


Improve coordination 


8 


8 


0 


0 


Enhance knov^ledge 


_6 


_6 


0 


0 


Totals 


36 


35 


8 


0 
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FEDERAL ACTIONS - CONSOLIDATIOH 



Definition 

"Con sol idation" includes combining legislative 
oversight committees, legislation for two or more programs, 
regulations, agencies, and different services. 



Observation 

A majority of states indicated each of the five actions 
in table 14 would help state efforts to increase service 
to a very great or great extent. The range is from 26 
states for "Legislative oversight committees" to 45 states 
for "Programs providing different services to low-income 
families" . 
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Table 14: 
Federal Actioos - CoasolixlatixjD 



Potential actijoos regardii^ 
conaolidation of: 



State lespooses 



Extent action would help 
state(s) effort to acL'eve 

service integration 

Very Mod- Little/ Unknown/ 

great Great erate Soros or no missing^ 



Other (remaining) 
responses 



Total 
responses 



Legislative/oversi^t coiimitte<»s 


23 


3 


K 5 


3 


1 


49 



Legislation for trvo or more programs 



30 11 



49 



Regulations 



31 12 



4 2 



49 



Agencies adnrinistering programs that 
provide different kinds of assistance 
to low-inccrae families '^e.g., cash wit'- 
food assistance) 



30 14 



1 2 2 



49 



Tgrams providing different services 
low-incoraa families (e.^. , cash with 
d) 




49 



aUrikncwn/raissing ireans the state did not knew if the factor exists or the state did not provide an answ 
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FEDERAL ACTIONS - UNIFICATION 



Definition 

"Unification" means establishing uniform definitions, 
eligibility requirements, quality control measures, 
administrative requirements, and policies. 



Observation 

A majority of states indicated each of the five actions 
in table 15 would greatly help state efforts to increase 
service integration. The range is from 33 states for 
"Adopt a uniform policy establishing predefined goals for 
service integration" to 48 states for "Make eligibility 
requirements uniform . " 
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Table 15: 
Federal Actions - Itaificatioa 



Ibtential actions regarding 
unificaticQ 

Make definitions and terminology 
vnifom 



Extent action would help 
state(s) effort to achieve 
service integration 



State responses 



Other (remaining) 



responses 



Very Mod- Little/ Unknown/ Tbtal 

great Great erate Sotae or no missing^ responses 



33 



14 



Make eligibility requirements 
uniform 



39 



9i 



Make quality control measures 
uniform 



27 



10 



Make adnanistrative requirements 
for program and financial reporting 
uniform 




Adopt a uniform policy establishing 
predefined goals for service integra- 
tion 




49 



49 



49 



49 



49 



^Unknown/missing means the state did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 



answer. 
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FEDERAL ACTIONS - SIMPLIFICATION 



Definition 

"Simnlif ication" covers actions that could be taken to 
make legislation clearer and less restrictive and to 
simplify regulations, definitions, terminology, eligibility 
requirements, quality control measures, and administrative 
requirements > 



Observation 

For each of the seven actions in table 16 a majority 
of states indicated the actions would greatly help state 
efforts to increase integration. The range is from 33 
states for "Make legislation clearer" to 45 states for 
"Simplify regulations." 
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Table 16: 



Federal Actions - Simplificatioo 



Potential actions regardii^ 
sinplifi'^ation 

Make legislation clearer 



Make legislatic.i less restrictive 



Siiq)lify regi lations 



Sin^lify definitions and terminology 



Extent action would help 
state(s) effort to achieve 
service integration 



State Respooaes 



Other (remaining) 
responses 



Very Mad- Little/ Unknown/ Tbtal 

great Great erate Sane or no missing^ respooaes 



22 11 



10 4 



26 15 



4 3 



31 14 



1 2 



32 



6 2 



49 



49 



49 



49 



Simplify eligibility requirements 



33 10 



3 3 



Siiq>lify quality control measures 
(e.g., error-rate) 



28 



4 2 



Siiq>lify administrative requirements 
(e.g., for program and financial 
reporting) 



28 7 



7 6 



49 



49 



49 



^Unknown/missing means the state did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provide 



an answer. 



46 



48 



FEDERAL ACTIONS - INCREASE FUNDING 



Definition 

The action "increase funding" covers funding for 
demonstration projects^ computer systems, administration of 
programs, educating staff , and hiring consultants . 



Observation 

A majority of states indicated four of the five actions 
in table. 17 would gceatly help state efforts to increase 
service integration. The range for the four factors is 
from 29 states for increasing funding for "educating/ 
training staff" to 40 states for increasing funding for 
"administering programs" . 
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Table 17: 
Federal Actiooa ° Increase Fuodu^g 



State leapooaes 



Bstential acticos regardiiig 
increase fuadine fior; 

Deraxistration projects 



Extent action vrould Wjlp 
state(s) effort to achieve 

service integration 

Very Mad- Little/ 

great Great erate Sane or no 



20 11 



11 



Establishing maintaining computer systera(s) 



22 15 



7 2 3 



Other (renaining) 

responses 
Unknown/ Total 
missing^ tespooBes 

49 



49 



Mninistering programs 



27 13 



3 2 



Educating/ training staff 



15 14 



11 5 



49 



49 



Hiring consultants 



6 5 16 12 9 



49 



aUiknown/raissing means the state did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provid 



e an answer. 
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FEDERAL ACTIONS - IMPROVE COORDINATION 



Definition 

"Improve coordination" involves better coordination 
between departments, agencies, prograips, legislative 
committees, and levels of government, and within 
departments, agencies, and programs. 



Observation 

For each of the eight actions in table 18, a majority 
of states indicated the actions would greatly help state 
efforts to increase integration. The range is from 28 
states for improve coordination within programs to 40 states 
for improve coordination between programs. 
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Table 18: 

Federal Actions - Improve Cool:r^^T^fl^lnn 



State respoofies 

Extent action wuld help 

state(s) effort to achieve Other (remaining) 

service integration responses 

Fbtential actiooa regarding Very Mod- Little/ Unknown/ Tbtal 

mpivmd cootdinatiop; great Great erate Sopoe or no inissing^ respooses 



Betvreen departments 


27 12 


6 2 2 - 49 


Betveen agencies 


23 14 


8 3 1 - 49 


Between prograns 


25 15 


5 3 1 -49 


Within departments 


19 15 


9 3 2 1 49 


Within agencies 


19 13 


10 3 3 1 49 


Within programs 


20 8 


9 8 3 1 49 


Betvreen legislative conmittees 


22 13 


6 4 3 1 49 


Betvreen levels of government 


20 14 


11 3 1 - 49 



50 

52 



FEDERAL ACTIONS - ENHANCE KNOWLEDGE 



Definition 

"Enhance knowledge" includes knowledge about goals of 
service integration, how to achieve it, and how to determine 
cost/benefits generally. 



Observation 

For each of the six actions in table 19, a majority 
of the states indicated che action would greatly help state 
efforts to increase service integration. The range is from 
31 states for enhancing knowledge about how to achieve 
service integration to 39 states for enhancing knowledge 
about cost/benefits by federal officials in the executive 
branch . 
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Table 19: 

Federal Actions - Enhance Rwledgfi 



State Responses 



B3tential actions regaitlipg 
entianciqg knowledj^^; 



Extent action would help 
state(s) effort to achieve 
service integration 



Otlier (remaining) 
responses 



About goals of 
service integration 



Very Mod- little/ Unknown/ Tbtal 

great Great era '. e Sane or no missing^ responses 



17 16 



8 6 



49 



About hew to achieve 
service integration 



17 14 



12 



Of cost/benefits 
of service integration in general 



20 14 



10 



Of cost/benefits of service 
integration/Federal political 
officials — legislative branch 



18 20 



6 3 1 



Of cost/benefits of service 
integration by federal political 
officials-executive branch (e.g., the 
President and DepartnBnt heads) 



49 



49 



49 



17 22 



49 



Of cost/benefits of service 
integraiton/^ederal agency 
-^uininistrators 



22 15 



6 4 1 



49 



^UnkncWraissing neans the state did not knew if the factor exists or the state did ix3t provide an answer. 
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ST ATE PLANS TO J.KCRSASE SERVICE INTEGRATION 



1 

We listed five types of service integration — 
collocation, coapplication, coeligi^-ility, single case 
manager, and service referral — that couLd be offered at 
service delivery units. We asked the states to indicate if 
they plan over the next two years, to in rease, 
decrease, or neither increase nor decrease the number of 

service delivery units offering and (2) the numbeu of 
programs involved in each type of service intecjration • 

Tables 20 and 21 show that, for each of the five types 
of service integration, (1) at least, 30 states planned no 
change in the number of service delivery units involved (the 
range was from 30 to 39), and at least 8 states planned 
increases (the range was from 8 to 18); and (2) at least 
29 states planner ^o chanqe in the p''"iber of programs 
involved (the ran^^^ was from 29 to 40), and at least 9 
strtes planned increases (the range was from S to 20; 
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Table 20: 



State Plans To Change The Number 
Of Service Delivery Units Offering Each 
Type Of Service Integration 



Type of service 
integration 


Greatly 
increase 


Somewhat 
increase 


Neither 
increase 

nor 
decrease 


Somev^at 
decrease 


Greatly 
decrease 


Total 


1) Collocation 




8 


39 


2 




49 


2) Goapplication 


1 


15 


32 






48^ 


3) Ooeligibility 


1 


15 


32 


1 




49 


4) Single case manager 




18 


30 


1 




49 


5) Service referral 


2 


14 


33 






49 



^2e of the 49 states did not respond to this item. 



Table 21 : 



State Plans To Change The Number 
Of Programs Involved In Each Type Of 
Service Integration 



Type of service 
integration 


Greatly 
increase 


Somewhat 
increase 


Neither 
increase 

nor 
decrease 


Somewhat 
decrease 


Greatly 
decrease 


Total 


1) Gol'.ocation 


1 


8 


40 






49 


2) Goapplication 


5 


14 


30 






49 


3) Ooeligibility 


2 


14 


33 






49 


4) Single case manager 


4 


12 


33 






49 


5) Service referral 


5 


15 


29 






49 
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EXTENT STATE OFFICIALS COORDINATE 



We asked the states to indicate the extent of 
coordination between state departments, between state 
agencies, and between state programs in developing policies 
and in administering programs. We provided the following 
definitions . 

— Department - generally, a government organization 
managing multiple agencies. 

— Agency - generally, a government organization that 
administers multiple programs. 

— Program - activities providing benefits or services 
to a target group. 

We instructed the states to indicate not applicable if they 
had no organization comparable to a department, agency, or 
program as we defined them. 

As shown in table 2.2, the states indicated the extent 
of coordination was greatest at the program level and least 
at the department level. A vast majority of states indicated 
program officials (at least 44 states) and agency officials 
(at least 39 states) coordinate at It ast to some extent. 
A majority of the states (at least 29 scates) indicated 
department officials coordinate, at least to some extent. 
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Table 22: 
Extent State Officials Coordinate 



Actions 


Very 

great 

extent 

(1) 


Great 
extent 
(2) 


Moderate 
extent 
(3) 


Sone 
extent 
(4) 


Sub- 
total 


Little 
or no 
extent 
(5) 


N/A 
(6) 


Total 
responses 


1; State officials from two or more 
departments coordinate on developi'ig 
policies 


4 


5 


9 


12 


30 


10 


9 


49 


L) State officials from tw or raore 
departanents coordinate program 
adninistration 


3 


4 


6 


16 


29 


10 


10 


49 


j; state officials from tw or raore 
agencies coordinate on developing 
policies 


9 


6 


19 


5 


39 


5 


5 


49 


4j State ofFiriplQ frnm tTjn rrr rmrp 

agencies coordinate program 
ad[nii.i3tration 


7 


6 


15 


12 


40 


5 


4 


49 


5) State officials from tw or raore 
prograns coordinate on developing 
policies 


19 


9 


11 


6 


45 


1 


3 


49 


6) State officials from two or raore 
prograns coordinate progran 
administration 


14 


12 


11 


7 


44 


2 


3 


49 
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EXTENT FEDERAL AGENCIES HAVE 
ENCOURAGED AND WILL ENCOURAGE 
SERVICE INTEGRATION 



We asked the states to indicate the extent to which the 
Departments of Agriculture, Health and Human Services and 
Housing and Urban Development encouraged service integration 
activities during the past few years and likely will encourage 
service integration activities in the future. We defined 
"encouraged" as actions such as offering or providing funds or 
technical assistance or granting waivers to federal 
requirements to achieve service integration. 

For each component of Agriculture and Health and Human 
Services (1, 2, and 3 in table 23), 24 or more of the states 
indicated that the agency has encouraged service integration 
at least to some extent, and 23 or more of the states 
indicated that the agency will encourage service integration 
at least to some extent. However, few states indicated that 
these departments already have encouraged or will encourage 
service integration to a great extent. Only two states 
indicated that Housing and Urban Development has encouraged or 
will encourage service integration beyond a moderate extent. 
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Table 23: 



Extent Federal Agencies Have Encouraged and Will Enccxjrage 
Service Integratior^ 



Extent agencies have encouraged service integration 
(No. of states) 



Agency 


Very 

great 

extent 


Great 
extent 


Moderate 
extent 


Some 
extent 


Sub- 
total 


Little 
or no 
extent 


Unknown/ 

missing 

value 


Total 


1) Department of Health and Huraan 
Services— Off* :e of Family 
Assistance 




9 


7 


14 


30 


19 


— 


49 


2) Department of Agriculture — ^Food 
and Nutrition Service 


1 


4 


4 


20 


29 


20 




49 


3) Department of Health and Hjsman 
Services — Ifealth Care Financing 
Administration 




2 


9 


13 


24 


25 




49 


4) Departnent of Housing and Urban 
DevelopRBnt-— Office of Itousing 






3 


5 


8 


29 


12 


49 






















Extent agencies will encourage (No. of states) 


Agency 


Very 

groat 

"Extent 


Great 
extent 


Moderate 
extent 


Some 
extent 


Sub- 
Total 


Little 
or no 
extent 


Unknown/ 

missing 

value 


Total 


1) Department of Health and Hxnan 
Services— Office of Family 
Assistance 




7 


9 


15 


31 


16 


2 


49 


2) Department of Agriculture — ^Food 
<md Nutrition Service 




3 


10 


17 


30 


17 


2 


49 


3) Department of Health and Hunan 
Services — Ifealth Care Financing 
Administration 




3 


7 


13 


23 


24 


2 


49 


4) Department of Housing and Urban 
Development— Office of Housing 




2 


3 


8 


13 


25 


11 


49 
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REASONS LOW-INCOME FAMILIES ELIGIBLE FOR 
PROGRAM BENEFITS MAY NOT BE RECEIVING THEM 



We asked the 49 states to indicate to what extent each of 
nine possible reasons might explain why low-income families, 
who may be eligible for program benefits in their state, may 
not be receiving benefits. The five reasons most often cited 
as applying at least to some extent were: 

— Difficulty obtaining transportation. (40 states) 

— Unavailability of local outreach service. (35 
states) 

— Not enough funds are available to provide all 
benefits for limited-funding programs (e.g., 
section 8 Housing). (35 states) 

— No single case manager oversees clients with 
multiple needs. (31 states) 

— Insufficient referral from one program to another. 
(30 states) 



ERLC 
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TABIE 24: 



Reasons Persons Eligible For Program Benefits 
May Not Be Receiving Tten 





Ninber of states 


Factor 


Very 

great 

extent 


Great 
extent 


Moderate 
extent 


Sone 
extent 


Sub 
total 


Li':tle 
or no 
extent 


N/A^ 


Total 


1 . Insufficient referral from one 
program to another 


1 


2 


11 


16 


30 


15 


4 


49 


2. No single case nanager oversees 
clients with multiple needs 


3 


6 


7 


15 


31 


12 


6 


49 


3. Unavailability of a comnon local 
resource directory 


1 


5 


5 


13 


24 


17 


8 


49 


4. Lack of knowledge that a conrmon 
local resource directory exi'":s 




5 


3 


12 


20 


14 


15 


49 


5. Unavailability of a local 
outreach service 


1 


4 


13 


17 


35 


5 


9 


49 


6. Difficulty obtaining 
transportation 


2 


11 


10 


17 


40 


7 


2 


49 


7. Benefits are not colocated 




4 


6 


7 


17 


24 


8 


49 


8. >iiltiple applications are 
required to obtain benefits 


2 


8 


8 


6 


24 


17 


8 


49 


9. Not enough funds are available 
to provide all benefits for 
limited-funding programs 
(e.g., section 8 Housing) 


9 


16 


5 


5 


35 


4 


10 


49 



^ *WA*' IiKlicates a state thinks the factor does not exist or the state cannot answer the question. 



APPENDIX I 



APPENDIX 



PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 



CONTENTS 



Program 


Page 


(1) Aid to Families with Dependent Children — 
Family Group and Unemployed Parent 


62 


(2) Emergency Assistance to Needy Families 
with Children 


63 


(3) Low-Income Energy Assistance 


64 


(4) Medicaid — Categorically Needy and 
Medically Needy 


65 


(5) Food Stamp 


66 


(6) Lower Income Housing AiDsistance 
(section 8) 


67 


Abbreviations 




CFR - Code of Federal Regulations 
CFDA - Catalog of Federal Domestic 
Assistance 
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 



(1) Am ID FAMILIES Wim EBPGNKIir (miilEN - EAMDLY GHODP AMD IXBVUJIB) PABEKT 



Foderal Agency: Department of Health and Hjman Services Ftpgrn AdbdmAtxatiaa: State 
Autfaorizatiaa: Social Security A:t, title IV-A Federal Rndipg: 50-77% 

RegMlatiaQB: 45 CFR 200 et seq* CPfA Haber: 13.808 



PrpBrai Purpose 



To make cash payments directly to eligible needy fanulies with dependent children to cover 
costs for food, shelter, clothing, and other items of daily living recognized as necessary 
by each state. 



Wp Is Eligible 



Fandly group ; 

Needy fanilies with dependent children under 18 are eligible if they are deprived of 
parental suport for the following reasons: 

— Fathers are absent from the home continuously, are incapacitated, dead, or 
unerafloyed, or 

Mothers are incapacitated, dead, absent, or unemployed. 

Unemployed parent ; 

Needy two-parent fanilies with dependent children under 18 are eligible if the children 
are deprived of parental support because the principle wage-earning parent is unemployed. 



Benefits 



Benefits in the form of raxiey or vendor payments are available. Benefit amxjn.s vary by 
state. In January 1987, maxiimm benefits for a three-recipient famly ranged from $118 
per month in Alabama to $749 in Alaska, 
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PROGRAM DES C RIPTI ONS 



(2) fiCRGaiCY ASSISEANCE ID WBTl FAMILIES VWm OQUX^ 



Federal Agency: 

AithorizatijOQ: 

Regulations: 



Department of Health and Hjnan Services 
Social Security Act, Title IV 
45 CFR 200 et seq. 



Prpgrm A&niniBtration: State 
Federal Rjodir^: 50% 
Cn>/V Nudber: 13.808 



Progran Purpoee 



To provide payments to assist needy families in emergency or crisis situations to avoid 
destitution by providing living arrangpnents . Needy families may receive emergency 
assistance for no more than 30 days per calendar year to "avoid destitution" of the 
children or to provide living arrangements for them. 



Who Is Eligible 



Needy families with dependent children deprived of parental support or care and/or 
families with children needing emergency welfare assistance. Also eligible are aged, 
blind, or pennanently totally disabled persons in Qjan, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin 
Islands. 



Benefits 



Monthly benefits in the form of money or vendor payments are available to help eligible 
individuals. In fiscal year 1985, 25 states participated in this program, and the average 
monthly benefit was $393. 
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 



(3) IIXf-INOQMB QBCY ASSISEANOS 



Federal i^gency: Department of Health and Human Services Progcan AdnmistraticD: State 
AitiiorizatioQ; The Lew-Income Hone Ehergy Assistance Act Federal Rjodiog: 100% 

(title XXVI, P.L. 97-35 cm Nunber: 13.818 

as aoKnded by P.L. 9&-558) 
Regolatioos: 47 CFR Part 96, subpart H (1986) 

Prpgrai Purpoee 



To help low-income households meet their energy-related expenses. 



Wio Is Eligible 



Eligibility is set by states within federal categorical eligibility or income limits. 
Benefits xtey be provided to households with menbers receiving AFDC, SSI, Food Stamps, or 
certain other programs. They may be provided to housdiolds with incomes below either 150 
percent of a state's poverty level or 60 percent of a state's medium income, v^ichever is 
hi^r. 



Benefits 



Benefits vary by state and program for one or more types of assistance, including heating, 
crisis, cooling, and weatherizatioa assistance. Benefits from the major program 
component, home heating, were estimated at $209 annually per household for fiscal year 
1986. 
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 
(4) m)l(XnHX5BJSlCAl^^ 



Fiederal ^geocy: Department of Health and Hman Services Prpgran Mnmidtxation: State 

Aithorixatioa: Social Security Act, title XDC Federal Rjndipg: 50-83% 

RegMlations: 42 CFR 430 et seq. cmNmber: 13.714 

Pnyau Purpose 



To provide financial assistance to states for payments of raedical assistance on behalf of 
cash recipients and, in certain states, on behalf of other medically needy except for 
income and resources, would be eligible to receive cash assistance. 

Who Is Eligible 

Eligibility for the two categories of needy is determined by each state in accordance with 
federal regulations. 

Categorically Needy : 

In general, recipients are persons receiving assistance under AFDC and SSI. Eligible 
individuals include needy persons over 65, the blind and disabled raerrbers from families 
with dependent children, and, in some states, persons under 21 years of age. 

Medically Needy: 

Eligible individuals include persons vAiose income is sligjitly in excess of cash assistance 
standards, providing that: (1) they are aged, blind, disabled, or mernhers of fanilies 
with dependent children, and (2) their income (after deductir , incurred medical expenses) 
falls below the state standard. 
I 

Benefits 



Medical assistance includes: Inpatient and outpatient hospital, laboratory and X-ray, 
skilled nursing facility, intermediate care facility, and home health services. 

Under the medically needy portion, other assistance is also required, such as arrbulatory 
services to children, and prenatal and delivery services for pregnant women. 

Estimated financial assistance in fiscal year 1985 averaged $1,424 for categorically 
needy clients and $3,035 for medically needy clients. 
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 



(5) FDCD STAMP 



Federal iigsocy: Department of Agriculture 
Aothorizatioa: Food Statip Act, 1964 
Regulaticns: 7 CFR 271-279 



Program Mninistration: State 
Federal Rndii«: 100% 
QFM Hunter: 10.551 



Program Purpose 



This program permits low-inconne households to obtain a more nutritious diet through normal 
channels of trade by increasing food purchasing power for all eligible Itouseholds who 
apply for participation. 



Who Is Eligible 



HousAolds may participate if they are found by local welfare officials to be in need of 
food assistance. Three major tests for eligibility exist: 

— income limits (countable monthly income below federal poverty levels), 

— asset limits (liquid assets may not exceed $2,000 or $3,000 with an elderly iienber), 

— vrork registration and job search. 

Other limitations exist. 



Households receive a free coupon allotment, \^ich varies according to household size and 
income. The coupons may be used in participating retail stores to buy ar^ type of food 
for human consumption. Monthly benefits are expected to average over $45 per person in 
fiscal year 1987. 



Benefits 
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS 



(6) KWER DWfC RXJSING ASSISIWWE (SECTICN 8) 



Fladeral i^pxy: DepartaiEnt of Housing Prcgran Afainistration: Federal/Private 

and Urban Eevelopment Federal Rndii^: 100% 

Aithorization: Housing A:t, 1937 OPBA Nuofcer: 14J56 
R^gqLations: 24 CFR 800 et seq. 

Progran Purpoee 

To aid lower income families in obtaining decent, safe, and sanitary housing in private 
accomodations and to promote economical mixed existing, newly constructed, and 
substantially and moderately rehabilitated housing. 



Who Is Eligible 



To be eligible for section 8 housing subsidies, families and single persons must have 
incomes below 80 percent of the area median, classified as "lowtr incoms" households. A 
housing agency, howL ar, may make available only a small share of its units to those with 
an income at or above 50 percent of the area median and to single persons who are not 
ag^, disabled, or handicapped. 



Benefits 



The federal government pays the difference between the contract rent and the rent paid by 
the tenant (usually 30% " adjusted family income.) Federal expenditures per unit in 
fiscal year 1985 average *Ki $3,390. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: 
STATE AND LOCAL OBSTACLE FACTORS 

CONTENTS 



Table 


Category 


Page 




State Obstacle Factors 




II. 1 


Multiplicity 


69 


II. 2 


Program differences 


70 


II .3 


Complexity and lack of 
'-larity and availability 


71 


II. 4 


Insufficient funding 


72 


II. 5 


Insufficient coordination 


73 


II .6 


Lack of interest, agreemtmt, 
or knowledge 

Local Obstacle Factors 


74 


II. 7 


Multiplicity 


75 


II .8 


Program di f E&rences 


76 


II. 9 


Complexity and lack of 
clarity and availability 


77 


II 10 


Insufficient funding 


78 


11.11 


Insufficient coordination 


79 


11.12 


Lack of interest, agreement, 
or knowledge 


80 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: 
STATE AND LOCAL OBSTACLE FACTORS 

Table 11,1; State Factors That May Be Obstacles to States 
Achigviqg AJditiaial Service Integration 



State responses 

Extent facLor is an obstacle Extent Other (remaining) 



Potential factors to state(s) factcMr respa.ses 



legEucding multiplicity. 


Very 




MDd- 




Little/ 


exists. 




Unknown/ 


Total 


hisrh as: 


great 


Great 


erate 


Seme 


or no 


total 


N/Aa 


missingb 


responses 


Many legislative groups 
are responsible 
for oversight. 


3 


2 


<1 


10 


2 


26 


23 


- 


49 


Many regulations apply 
to the programs. 


5 


8 


13 


8 


3 


37 


12 


_ 


49 


Many agencies provide 
different benefits 




















(e.g., one agency 
p;ovides cash benfits 




















and another agency 
provides food benefits). 


1 


2 


6 


10 


4 


23 


26 




49 


Many programs provide 
different benefits 




















(e.g., one program 
provides cash benefits 




















and another program 
provides food benefits). 


3 


7 


6 


7 


4 


27 


20 


2 


49 


Many other administrative 




















requirenents apply to 




















programs (e.g., progran 
and financial reporting 




















renuirements ) . 


6 


10 


8 


10 


4 


38 


10 


1 


49 



aNo/N/A means the state(s) believed the factor does not exist or ttte factor is not applicable. 
''Unknown/missing neans the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
answer. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: 
STATE AND LOCAL OBSTACLE FACTORS 

Table 11,2: State Factors That May Be Obstacles to States 
Adiievipg AlditioDal Service Integration 











State responses 








Potential factors 


Extent factor is an obstacle 
to state(s) 


F tent 
factor 


Other (remaining) 
responses 




regarding pcpgran 
oxnerenceSy sucn as: 


Very 
great 


Great 


It- 
erate 


Uttle/ 
Some or no 


exists^ 
total 


No/ 
N/Aa 


Unknown/ 
missing 


Total 
respaoses 


Different programs 
use different 


















oerinicions 


















and tenninolo©« 


3 


14 


7 


9 1 


34 


14 


1 


49 


Different programs use 
different elibibility 


















requirements concerning 


















client's financial status 


10 


13 


6 


9 


38 


10 


1 


49 


Different programs use 
different eligibility 


















requirements concerning 
other client factors 


















(e.g., definitions of 


















households, etc.). 


9 


11 


9 


8 


37 


11 


1 


49 


Different programs use 
different eligibility 


















verification requirentnts . 


3 


7 


9 


13 3 


35 


13 


1 


49 


Different programs use 
different quality 


















control requirements. 


4 


10 


6 


6 4 


30 


18 


1 


49 



Different other 
administrative requirements 
apply to programs 
(e.g., program and 

financial reporting, etc.). 4 7 11 9 2 33 13 3 49 



^/N/A means the state(s) believed the factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable, 
bUnknown/missing ireans the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
answer. 
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STATE QUESTI0NNAIR2 RESULTS: 
STATE AND LOCAL OBSTACLE FACTORS 



Table 11,3; State Factors That May Be Obstacles to States 
Adiieyjqg Aidirinm] Service Integratioa 



Potential factors 
regarding oom^lexity 
and lack of clarity and 
availability^ sudi as: 



State respcDses 



Extent factor is an obstacle 
to state(s) 



Program legislation 
is unclear/vague. 



Very 
great 



Great 



MDd- 
erate 



Sane 



Little/ 
or no 



Extent Other (remaining) 
factor responses 

exists, No/ Unknown/ Total 

total N/Aa missing responses 



17 32 



49 



Federal program 
legislation does not 
allow waivers. 

Available waivers 
to federal program 
requirements are 
difficult to obtain. 



Regulations are conplex. 



-^/A- 



Eligibility requirements 
concerning a client's 
financial status 
are complex 



12 



37 12 



49 



14 



Eligibility requirements 
concerning other client 
factors (e.g., definitions 
of housdwlds, 

etc.) are complex. 8 10 11 



37 11 



1 49 



1 



37 11 



1 49 



^/N/A means the state(s) believed the factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable. 
bUhknown/missing means the state(s) did i . know if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
answer. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: 
STATE AND LOCAL OBSTACLE FACTORS 

Table 11,4; State Pactors Chat May Be Obstacles to States 
AchieviiiB A^icioMl Service Integration 



State responses 

Extent factor is an obstacle Extent Other (remaining) 



Potential Eactors to state(s) factor responses 



UPPJITTillW 


Very 




Mad- 


Little/ 


exists^ 


No/ 


Unknown/ 


Ibtal 






Great 






total 


N/Aa 




responses 


Tnsiif 5i^ipn^ &jnds 


















are available 


















to promote 


















denonstration projects. 


12 


12 


8 


5 


37 


10 


2 


49 


Insufficient funds 


















are available to 


















acquire/maintain 


















computer systeraCs). 


10 


9 


8 


8 


35 


10 


4 


49 


Insufficient funds 


















are available to 


















hire consultants 


















to achieve service 


















integration. 


6 


10 


6 


2 2 


26 


16 


7 


49 


Insufficient funds 


















are available for 


















other discretionary 


















uses (e.g., hiring 


















staff) . 


17 


18 


3 


5 


43 


6 




49 



aNo/N/A means the state(s) believed the factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable. 
^Jnknown/missing means the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
ansv^. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS; 
STATE AND LOCAL OBSTACLE FACTORS 

Tablu^ n«5: State Factors That May Be Obstacles to States 
Adiieyjpg Additioaal Service Integratioa 











State responses 








PoteotLal £actors 


Extent 


factor is an obstacle 
to state(s) 


Extent 
factor 


Other (remaining) 
responses 




regazdiog insufficijent 
coordination, such ar' 


Very 
great 


>bd- 
Great erate 


Some 


Little/ 
or no 


exists, 
total 


No/ 
N/Aa 


Ihknown/ 
missing 


Ibtal 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs betwaen 




















legislative conmittees. 


3 


7 


5 


9 


2 


26 


21 


2 


49 


Insufficient coordination 




















ocaars by the state 




















government with 




















ocher levels of goverment. 


1 


5 


10 


16 


1 


33 


15 


1 


49 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs between departments 


. 2 


7 


10 


8 


1 


28 


21 




49 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs between agencies. 


2 


4 


13 


14 




33 


16 




49 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs between prograns. 




7 


8 


12 


1 


28 


20 


1 


49 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs within departments. 


1 


5 


10 


13 


2 


31 


18 




49 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs within agencies. 




2 


? 


14 




25 


24 




49 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs within programs. 




2 


6 


8 


2 


18 


31 




49 



WN/A means the state(s) believed the factor does not exist or the facCor is not applicable. 
bUnknown/missing means the state(s) did not knew if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
answer. 



7^5 



APPENDIX II 



APPENDIX I 



STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS; 
STATE AND LOCAL OBSTACLE FACTORS 



Table 11,6; State Factors That Hay Be Obstacles to States 
AdiiewiiiB Additiaaal Service Integration 



Potential factors 
lade of interest, 
Qgreenoenty or 



State responses 



Extent factor is an obstacle 
to stateCs) 



Very 



Little/ 



Eiteat 
factor 
exists. 



Other (remaining) 

responses 
No/ Unknown/ Ibtal 



Insufficient interest 




















in pursuing 




















service integration. 


1 


5 


7 


3 


1 


17 


30 


2 


49 


Insufficient agreemsnt 
on the gpal(s) 




















of service integration. 




9 


7 


1 


2 


19 


29 


1 


49 


Insufficient agreement 
on the methods 




















to achieve 




















service integration. 


3 


10 


4 


10 


1 


28 


19 


2 


49 


Insufficient knowledge 
of how to implanent 
an agreed method to achieve 




















service integration. 


2 


6 


5 


5 


1 


19 


27 


3 


49 


Insufficient knowledge 
about the costs/benefits 




















of service integration. 


2 


7 


7 


6 


1 


23 


24 


2 


49 



^/N/A neans the state(s) believed the factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable. 
bUnkncwn> missing means the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
answer. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS; 
STATE AND LOCAL OBSTACLE FACTORS 

Table HJi Local Foe tors That May Be Obetacles to States 
AAieyip^ AMitiaial Service Integratioa 



State responses 

Extent factor is an obstacle Extent Other (remaining) 



Potential factors to state(s) £actor responses 



regarding wltiplicity. 


Very 


MDd- 




Little/ 


existS) 


No/ 


Unknown/ 


Total 


such as: 


great 


Great erate 


Sane 


or no 


total 


N/Aa 


missingb 


responses 


Many legislative 


















groups are responsible 
for oversij^t. 


1 


2 


3 


2 


8 


33 


8 


49 


Msn^ regulations 


















apply to the programs. 


1 


1 3 


1 


2 


8 


31 


10 


49 


Many agencies provide 
different benefits 


















(e.g., one agency 
provides cash benfits 


















and another agency 
provides food benefits) . 


1 


5 


4 


1 


11 


32 


6 


49 



Many programs provide 
different benefits 
(e.g., one program 



provides cash benefits 
and another program 

provides food benefits). 1 2 3 6 3 15 29 5 49 

Many other administrative 
requirements apply to 
programs (e.g., program 
and financial 

reporting requirements). -3521 12 27 10 49 

aNo/N/A means the state(s) believed the factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable. 
^^Unkncwn/missing nnans the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
ansv^r. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: 
STATE AND LOCAL OBSTACLE FACTORS 

Table 11,8: Local Factors That May Be ObBtacles to States 
Adiieyiqg Additiopal Service Integration 



State respoDoes 

Extent factor is an obstacle Exteat Other (remaining) 



Rjteotial lEactars to state(s) £actar responses 



mpgymlif^ progran 
differeooes, audi as: 


Very 
great 


Great 


M3d- 
erate 


Sane 


Little/ 
or rio 


exlcts, 
total 


No/ 
N/Aa 


Unknown/ 
missing 


Total 
zespoDses 


Different programs 
use different 




















definitions and 




















terminology. 


— 


7 


1 


8 


— 


16 


28 


5 


49 


Different programs 
use different 




















eligibility retjuirements 




















concerning client's 
financial status. 


5 


4 


5 


3 


1 


18 


24 


7 


49 


Different prograns 
use different eligibility 




















requirements concerning 
other client factors 




















(e.g., definitions of 




















households, etc.). 


5 


2 


5 


1 


1 


14 


26 


9 


49 


Different prograns 
use different 




















eligibility verification 




















requirements. 


1 




4 


4 


2 


11 


29 


9 


49 


Different prograns 
use different quality 




















control requireoBnts . 




1 


4 


4 


2 


11 


30 


8 


49 


Different other 




















administrative 




















requirements apply 




















to programs (e.g., 
program and financial 
reporting, etc.) 




2 


5 


3 


1 


11 


27 


11 


49 



3No/N/A means the state(s) believed the factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable. 
^Jnknown/missing means the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
answer. 
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STATE QDESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: 
STATE AND LOCAL OBSTACLE FACTORS 



Table 11,9; Local Factors That hay Be Obstacles to States 
Adiieyjqg Additional Service Integration 



Potential factors 
regarding coooplexity, 
and lade of clarity and 
aroilabilty, such as: 



State responses 



Extent factor is an obstacle 
to state(s) 



Very 
great 



Great 



erate 



Sane 



Little/ 
or no 



Extent Other (remaining) 

factor responses 

exists. No/ Unknown/ 

total N/Aa missingb 



Total 
responses 



Program legislation 
is unclear /vague. 



12 2 1 



6 32 



11 



49 



Federal program 

legislation does not 
allow waivers* 



-N/A- 



Available waivers 
to federal program 
requirements are 
difficult to obtain. 



Regglations are ccmplex. 



1 3 



8 34 



49 



Eligibility requirements 
concerning a client's 
financial status 
are complex. 



15 2 1 



11 28 



10 49 



Eligibility requirements 
concerning other client 
factors (e.g., definitions 
of households, 
etc>) are complex. 



2 4 2 2 



12 27 



10 



49 



^/N/Atneans the state(s) believed the factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable. 
bUnkncwn/missing means the statc(s) did not know if the factor exist-s or the state did not provide an 
ans\^r* 



ERLC 



77 



79 



APPENDIX II 



APPENDIX I 



STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: 
STATE AND LOCAL OBSTACLE FACTORS 

Table U.IO: Local Factors That May Be Obetacles to States 
Adiieving Additional Service Integration 



State responses 

Extent factor is an obstacle Extent Other (remaining) 



Potential factors to state(s) factor responses 



regarding 
insufficient funding: 


Very 
great 


Great 


Mjd- 
erate 


Scne 


Little/ 
or no 


exists, 
total 


No/ 
N/Aa 


Unkncwn/ 
raissingb 


Total 
respooaes 


Insufficient funds 




















are available 




















to proTDte 

dtmonstration projects. 


9 


6 


3 


3 


1 


22 


20 


7 


49 


Insufficient funds 




















are available 




















to acquire/maintain 
ccgjuter system(s). 


6 


4 


4 


7 


1 


22 


20 


7 


49 


Insufficient funds 




















are available 




















to hire consultants 




















to achieve service 




















integration. 


3 


6 


2 


2 


1 


14 


26 


9 


49 


Insufficient funds 




















are available for 




















other discretionary 




















uses (e.g., hiring 
staff). 


8 


11 


3 


5 


1 


28 


17 


4 


49 



aNo/N/A means the state(s) believed the factor does not exist or the factor is not ^plicable. 
^^Unkncwn/raissing means the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
answer. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: 
STATE AND LOCAL OBSTACLE FACTORS 

Table H.IU Local Factocs That Hay Be Obstacles to States 
Adiieyine Additional Service Integratioa 











State responses 










TX-*- 


i.auLui. Oil 


obs tar.lc 




Other 


(remaining) 




Potential factors 






state(s) 




factor 


responses 




vegardix^ insufficient 


Very 




CMXL 




ULCCie/ 


exists y 


NO/ 


uuoxwn/ 


Total 


oooniiaatiai, sudi as: 


great 








KJL IVif 






missing 


responses 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs between 




















legislative ccranittees. 


1 


3 


3 




1 


8 


33 


8 


49 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs by local government 


















with other levels 




















of gcvemnent. 


1 


2 


5 


11 


1 


20 


22 


7 


49 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs between departments 




3 


7 


5 


1 


16 


27 


6 


49 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs between agencies* 




2 


6 


6 


1 


15 


28 


6 


49 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs between prograns. 




2 


8 


4 


1 


15 


25 


9 


49 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs within departonents. 


1 




7 


6 




14 


27 


8 


49 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs within agencies* 






6 


7 




13 


26 


10 


49 


Insufficient coordination 




















occurs within prograns. 






5 


4 


2 


11 


30 


8 


49 



^/N/A means the state(s) believed the factor does not exist or the factor is .x>t applicable. 
bUnknown/missing raeans the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or th^ state did not provide an 
answer* 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS; 
STATE AND LOCAL OBSTACLE FACTORS 

Table II>12; Local Factors That May Be Obstacles to States 
Adiieyiqg AMitiooal Service Integration 



Potest JuSl SsCtOvTo 
regarding lade of 



State respooaes 



to state(s) 



r\».\ r — ^ 



factor 



responses 













IjJ. .L JLc/ 


existS] 


INO/ 


unKncwu/ 


iocajL 


or knQirle(|ge» sudi as: 


great 


Great 


erate 


Seme 


or no 


total 


N/Aa 


missingb 


responses 


Insufficient interest 




















in pursuing 




















service integration. 




1 


4 


4 




9 


34 


6 


49 


Insufficient agreement 
on the goal(s) 




















of service integration. 




3 


4 


3 


1 


11 


32 


6 


49 


Insufficient agreement 




















on the methods to achieve 




















service integration. 


1 


5 


2 


6 




14 


27 


8 


49 


Insufficient knowledge 
of how to implement an 




















agreed method to achieve 




















service integration. 


3 


4 


1 


3 


1 


12 


32 


5 


49 


Insufficient knowledge 
about the. cosrs/benefits 




















of service integration. 


1 


6 


4 


2 




13 


28 


8 


49 



aNo/N/A means the state(s) believed the factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable. 
''Unknom/niissing neans the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or the stace did not provide an 
answer. 
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STATE QUESTIONN A IRE RESULTS; 
STATE AHD LOCAL ACTIONS 

Table ni>l: State Actions That May Help States \rSorts 
to Increase Servluc Integration 



State responses 

Fxtent acticxi would help 

itate(s) effort to achieve Other (remaining) 



Poteotial 




service 


integration 






responses 




actions regarding 


Very 




Mad- 


Little/ 


Sub- 


No/ Unknown/ 


Tbtal 


ooofsolidaticn o£: 


great 


Great 


erate Some 


or no 


total 


N/Aa missing 


respoQsrs 


legislative oversi^t 
















connittees. 


6 


5 


11 6 


12 


40 


9 


49 


Lt^islaticxi for two or 
















tiore programs. 


7 


7 


6 9 


10 


39 


10 


49 


Regulation. 


13 


6 


7 8 


7 


41 


8 


49 



Agencies administering 
programs that provide 
different kinds of 
assistance to Iw-in^one 
families (e.g», cash 

with ;d assistance) . 11 5 10 6 7 39 10 - 49 

Programs providing 
different sendees 
to lav-income families 

(e.g., cash with food ) 12 8 8 7 7 42 7 49 

^/N/Amaans the state(s) believed that factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable. 
bUnknown/missing means the state(b) did not knew if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
answer. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS; 
STATE AND LOCAL ACTIONS 

Table in,2; Stote Actions That May Halp States Efforts 
to IncrBase Service Integration 



State respgpses 



Extent action would help 
state(s) effort to achieve Other (remaining) 

service integration responses 



Potential actions 
Tfgirdine mification 


Very 
great 


Grea". 


Mad- 
erate 


Sane 


Little/ 
or no 


Sub- 
total 


No/ 
N/Aa 


Unknown/ 
missingb 


Tbtal 
responses 


Make definitions and 




















tenninology uniform. 


18 


12 


5 


4 


6 


45 


4 




49 


Make eligibility 




















requirements uniform. 


21 


9 


4 


3 


5 


42 


6 


1 


49 


Make quality control 




















measures uniform. 


14 


6 


5 


5 


13 


43 


6 




49 


Make administrative 




















requirenents for progran 
and financial reporting 
uniform. 


12 


9 


11 


5 


6 


43 


6 




49 


Adopt a uniform policy 
establishing predefined 
goals for service 




















integration. 


13 


13 


6 


4 


9 


45 


3 


1 


49 



aifo/N/A means the state(s) b lieved that factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable. 
^Jnknowii/missing means the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
answer. 
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STATE QUESTIOHNAIRE RESULTS 
STATE AND LOCAL ACTIONS 



Table in>3: State Actions That May Help States Efforts 
to Increase Service Integration 



BoteotLd actions 
rggardii^ s^japlicatian; 



Extent action would help 
state(s) effort to achieve 
se^-vice integration 



State responses 



Other (remaining) 
responses 



Make legislation 



Very Mod- Little/ Sbb- No Unknown/ Ibtal 

great Great erate Sane or iio total N/Aa mitjsingb responses 



clearer. 


8 


5 


8 


12 


8 


41 


8 


49 


Make legislation 


















less restrictn'e. 


8 


7 


9 


8 


9 


41 


8 


49 


Simplify regulations. 


14 


7 


6 


7 


7 


41 


8 


49 


Simplify definitions 


















and terminology. 


15 


11 


6 


8 


5 


45 


4 


49 


Simplify eligibility 


















requirements . 


15 


13 


3 


5 


7 


43 


6 


49 


SijTplify quality 


















cont.ol joeasures. 


12 


6 


2 


6 


14 


40 


8 


1 49 


Simplify administrative 


















requirements (e.g., 
for program and 
financial reporting). 


12 


6 


8 


9 


8 


43 


6 


49 



^/N/Aneans the state(s) believed that factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable, 
bUnknowTt/missing means the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
answer. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS; 
STATE AND LOCAL ACTIONS 

Table JUA: State Actions That May Help States Efforts 
to Increase Service Integratiqi 



State responses 

Extent action woold help 

state(s) effort to achieve Other (remaining) 



Potaotial actions 




service 


integration 






responses 




reg^sdiqg increase 


Very 




MDd- 




little/ 


Sub- 


No/ 


Unkncwn/ 


Tbtal 


findirg far: 


great 


Great 


erate 


Sane 


or no 


total 


N/Aa 


missingb 


respooses 


Danonstration projects. 


10 


11 


14 


5 


6 


46 


3 




49 


Es tabl ishing/maintaining 




















conqxiter system(s). 


17 


16 


10 






48 


1 




49 


Administering programs. 


14 


15 


8 


5 


5 


47 


2 




49 


Educating/ training staff. 


13 


15 


10 


4 


5 


47 


2 




49 


Hiring consultants. 


5 


4 


12 


13 


12 


46 


2 


1 


49 



aNo/N/A means the state(s) believed that factor does not exis^* or the factor is not applicable* 
^^Unkna^missing neans the state(s) did not knew if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
answer* 
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STATE QUSSTIONHAIRS RESULTS 
STATE AHD LOCAL ACTIONS 



Table m>5: State Actiflos That May Help States Effcrts 
to Increase Service Inte^yatifln 



Botential 



State respoases 



Extent action would help 
state(s) effort to achieve 



Othe- (remaining) 



actuns regardiQg 


Very 




Mod- 




Little/ 


Sub- 


Nd/ 


Unknown/ 




infKOVuI onorriination; 


great 


Great 


erate 


Some 


or no 


total 


N/Aa 


missingj) 


responses 


Between departments . 


8 


8 


12 


11 


5 


44 


5 




49 


Betv«en agencies . 


9 


5 


15 


12 


5 


46 


3 




49 


Betv«en programs. 


8 


9 


14 


10 


6 


47 


2 




49 


Within departments. 


4 


7 


13 


13 


7 


44 


5 




49 


Within agencies. 


5 


6 


16 


11 


8 


46 


3 




49 


Within programs. 


5 


6 


12 


13 


11 


47 


2 




49 


Betv«en legislative 




















conndttees. 


8 


8 


13 


6 


12 


47 


2 




49 


Between levels of 




















government. 


8 


10 


16 


7 


7 


t8 


1 




49 



aN>A</A means the state(s) believed that factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable, 
kjnknown/raissing neans the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
answer. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS; 
STATE AND LOCAL ACTIONS 

Table WL.Si State Actioas That May Help States Efforts 
to Increase Service Integration 



State responses 



Poteotial actixns 



Extent action would help 
state(s) effort to achieve Other (remaining) 



regar ding enhanced 


Very 








Little/ 


Sub- 


No/ 


Unknown/ 


Tbtal 


knowledge: 


great 


Great 


erate 


Some 


or no 


total 


N/Aa 


missingb 


responses 


About goals of service 




















integration. 


8 


11 


14 


9 


4 


46 


3 




49 


About how to 




















achieve service 




















integration. 


8 


14 


14 


7 


3 




3 




49 


About coat/benefits 




















cZ service 




















integration in 




















i-'eneral. 


11 


13 


13 


6 


3 


46 


3 




49 



of service 

integration/state 

political 

of f icials— legis lat ive 

branch > 8 12 15 9 4 48 - 1 49 



About cost/benefits 
of service 
integra;* xon/ state 
political officials — 
executive branch (e.g., 
the governor and 

departjent heads). 10 12 13 8 5 48 - I 49 

About cost/benefits 
of service 
integration/state 

agency administers. 7 9 12 14 6 43 - 1 49 



^/N/A means the state(s) believed that factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable, 
^^Unknown/missing means the state(s) did not knew if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 



answer. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: 
STATS A^P LOCAL ACTIONS 

Table .m,7: Lo cal ActioM That Help States Efforts 
to XncTBgee Seryice Integration 



Potential 
actioos regarding 
cxnsolidation of: 



Very 
great 



Extent action would help 
state(s) effort to achieve 
service integration 



State respgases 



Great 



erate 



Some 



Little/ 
or no 



Sub- 
total 



Other (renaining) 
responses 



Total 



No/ IMcnown/ 
N/Aa missingb respnna fcs 



Legislative overs i^t 
conmittees* 



1 



11 



20 



Legislation for two 
or more programs ♦ 

Regulations^ 

Agencies administering 
programs that provide 
different kinds of 
assistarice to low^ 
income families 
(e.g.; cash with 
food assistance). 



29 



18 



31 



17 



31 



Programs providing 
different services 
to Icw^income families 
(e.g.> cash with food). 



22 



27 



1 



8 



23 



26 



49 



49 



49 



49 



49 



aNo/N/A means the state(s) l;elieved that factor does rot exist or the factor is not applicable. 
^'Unknown/missing means the • tate(s) did not know if the factor exists or the stale did not provide an 
answer. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS; 
STATE AND LOCAL ACTIONS 

TAle m,8: Local Acdoos That Hay Help States Effort s 
to Increase Service Integration 



State respoDses 



Extent action would help 

statefa) effort to achieve Other (remaining) 

service integration responses 



PoCeotial actions 
legaidiqg uoificatiai 


Very 
great 


Great 


Mad- 
erate 


Some 


Little/ 
or no 


air- 
total 


No/ Unkncwn/ 
N/Aa missing 


Total 
tespomes 


Make definiticxis and 
terminology uniform. 


6 


3 


2 


3 


8 


22 


27 


49 


Ifeke eligibility 

requirements uniform. 


5 


4 


2 


2 


8 


21 


27 ] 


49 


Make quality control 
neasures uniform. 


3 


2 


3 


2 


11 


21 


28 


49 


Make adkninistrative 


















requirements for 
program and financial 
reporting uniform. 


4 


1 


4 


5 


8 


22 


27 


49 


Pdapt a uTiiform policy 
establishing predefined 
goals for service 
integration. 


3 


5 


5 


5 


7 


25 


22 2 


49 



aNo/N/A means the stateCs!" believed that factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable, 
^^Unknown/missing neans the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
am,w2r. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS; 
STATE AHD LOCAL A C TIONS 

Table 111.9: Local Actions That May Help States Efforts 
to Increase Service Intcgratii aD 



State respcoses 



Extent action wold help 
state(s) effort to achieve Other (remaining) 

ft*ential service integration responses 



action regardiog 
si^lications 


Very 
great 


Great 


Mod- 
erate 


Some 


Little/ 
or no 


Sub- 
total 


No/ 
N/Aa 


Unknown/ 
missingib 


Tbtal 
respcoaes 


Make legislation clearer. 


1 


1 


4 


3 


10 


19 


30 




49 


Make legislation less 




















restrictive. 


3 


3 


2 


2 


9 


19 


30 




49 


Sinplify regulations. 


3 


3 


1 


4 


8 


19 


30 




49 


Simplify definitions 




















and tenninologjr. 


5 


1 


2 


7 


7 


22 


27 




49 


Sinplify eligibility 




















requirements. 


4 


1 


4 


5 


6 


20 


29 




49 


Sinplify quality 
control measures. 


3 


2 


1 


3 


9 


18 


30 


1 


49 


Simplify adninisLrative 




















requirements (e.g., 
for program and 
financial reporting). 


5 


1 


3 


7 


6 


22 


V 




49 



aNo/N/A means the state(s) believed that factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable. 
^^Unknown/missing nEans the state(s) did not knew if the factor exists oi che state did not provide an 
answe*-. 
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STATE QUESTIOHNAIRE RESULTS; 
S7A7E AHD LOCAL ACTIONS 

Table III>10; Local Actions that May Help States Effiorts 
to LKrease Service Intepratiaa 



State responses 

Extent action would help 

8tate(s) effort to achieve Other (remaining) 



Potential actions 


service 


integration 






responses 




regarding incrotued 
fimdine Cor: 


Very 
great 


Great 


Mod- 
erate 


Sane 


Little/ 
or no 


Sii>- 
total 


No 

N/Aa 


Unknown/ 
missing^ 


Thtal 
respocises 


Danonstration projects. 


6 


7 


6 


5 


5 


29 


20 




49 


Eotablishing/maintaining 
oxquter systetnCs). 


3 


8 


4 


5 


7 


28 


21 




49 


Mninistering prograns. 


6 


8 


4 


6 


6 


30 


19 




49 


Educating/ training staff. 


1 


7 


8 


4 


7 


27 


22 




49 


Hiring rjonsultants . 




3 


4 


8 


11 


26 


22 


1 


49 



aNo/N/A means the state(s) believed that factor does not exist or the factor is not applicable. 
^'Uriknown/niissing nears the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or the state di ' not provide an 
answer. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: 
STATE AWD LOCAL ACTIONS 

Table 111,11: Local Actioos That May Help States Efforts 
To Increase Service Integratim 



State respooses 

Extent action would help 

state(s) effort to acnieve Other (remaining) 



Potential actions 




service integration 






responses 




zegarding inpoKed 


Very 




Mod- 




Little/ 


Sub- 


No/ 


Unknown/ 


Total 


ooocdinatioo: 


great 


Great 


erate 


Some 


or no 


total 


N/Aa 


missingf) 


responses 


Between departments. 


3 


4 


6 


4 


6 




26 




49 


Between agencies. 


5 


3 


8 


6 


6 


28 


21 




49 


Between programs. 


4 


6 


6 


4 


8 


28 


21 




49 " " 


Within departments. 


3 


4 


7 


6 


6 


26 


23 




49 


Within agencies. 


3 


3 


9 


4 


9 


28 


21 




49 


Within programs. 


3 


4 


7 


3 


9 


26 


23 




4: 


Between legislative 




















conndttees. 


1 


2 


2 


7 


12 


24 


25 




49 


Between levels of 




















govemnent. 


4 


5 


10 


4 


7 


30 


19 




49 



aNo/N/A means the state(s) believed that factor not exist or the factor is not applicable, 
kjnknown/missing neans the state(s) did not knw if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
answer. 
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STATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS; 
STATE AND LOCAL ACTIONS 

tSable m>12: Local Actioos That May Help States Effiorts 
to Increaae Service Integratioa 



State responses 



Extent action would help 
state(s) effort to achieve Other (remaining) 

Boteotial actions service integration responses 



tvgBnIiqg enhaooed 


Very 








LitLle/ 




^to/ 


Unknown/ 


Ibtal 


kaovledlge sbout: 


great 


Great 


erate 


Sane 


or no 


Total 


N/Aa 


mlssingb 


responses 


Goals of service 




















integration. 


2 


5 


8 


8 


7 


30 


19 




49 


How to achieve 




















service integration. 


4 


5 


9 


5 


7 


30 


19 




49 


Oost/benefits of service 




















integration in general. 


4 


8 


8 


3 


7 


30 


19 




49 


Oost/benefits of service 




















integrat ion/ local 
political officials. 


4 


3 


n 

1 


7 


9 


30 


18 


1 


49 


Cost/benefits of service 




















integration/ local 
agency administers. 


4 


6 


8 


4 


8 


30 


18 


1 


49 


Cost/benefits of service 




















integrat ion/ local 




















program supervisors. 


2 


2 


9 


8 


9 


30 


18 


1 


49 



^/N/A means the state(s) believed that factor does not exist or the factor is not ^plicable. 
bUnknown/missing ireans the state(s) did not know if the factor exists or the state did not provide an 
answer. 
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